
locate the team elsewhere. Instead defendants Reinsdor~ and

Einhorn relentlessly worked Illinois against Florida, ey.ploi~i~g

the emotions of Chicago White Sox fans to extract the maxim~m

amount 0: pUblic monies from Illinois and Chicago; and in so

doing they substantially further destroyed fan and viewer loyalty

and destroyed the value of the White Sox games as the subject

matter and condition of the Television License Agreement. In

particular:

a. At their July 1986 press conference, defendant

Reinsdorf stated puolicly that by November if the State of

Illinois did not vote a substantial subsidy to them to move

the team to ~ddison, then they would not continue with that

location but that they had had discussions with a numbe~ of

markets and referred to reports of oflers from four otn~r

cities.

b. At the press conference that defendants held on

July 7, 1986 to announce Addison as a proposed site,

defendant's vice-president of marketing admitted: "They

[Einhorn and Reinsdorf] answered questions for 45 minutes,

and the more they talked, the less people believed."

c. In July 1985 defendant Reinsdo~f met in Skokie,

Illinois with city officials from ~t. Petersburg, Florida

discuss moving the White Sox to a new 43,OOO-seat domed

stadium to be bult by St. petersburg for $85 million; and

the fact that the meeting would take place was publicly

reported in the press.



d. In July 1986, one week after defendant Reinsdor:

stunned Chicago area baseball fans with the announcement

that the White Sox would move out of Chicago and possibly

out of Illinois, he stated in an interview that he had seen

a great city like ~ew York go downhill and he was afraid

that Chicago would end up like New York: but he said that

because they had given their best shot to keep the team in

Chicago his conscience was clear that they had not caused

the city to fall.

e. In October 1986 defendant Reinsdorf stated that the

engineers had told them that they would not be able to t'lay

in Comiskey Park~

f. In .December 1986 defendants signed a letter of

understanding with the Mayor of Chicago Whereby the ~tatc c:

Illinois would create the Illinois Sports Facilities

~~thority as an agency empowered to issue $120 million i~

bonds to build a stadium across the street from ComiSKey

Park, for which defendant Chicago White S~x, Ltd. wo~ld p~~'

rent of S4.million a year.

g. In 1987 defendant Reinsdorf gave to both the 1t1aro:"

of Chicago and the Governor of Illinois copies of the boo~

The Dodgers Move Nest, by Neil J. Sull ivan. H9 told the t ..... :

officials that if the names of the team and the politicia~s

were changed, the sa~~ story could apply to Chicago.
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h. On October 8, 1987 defendants furnished the

information for a Chicaao Sun-Times news story headlined

"Sox reoorted mulling move to new city," and stating:

"Frustrated by the politic!!l power struggle that has
stalled work on their new stadium, the White Sox have
begun talks with officials in another city about leaving
Chicago, team sources said wednesday •....

The out-of-town officials have asked the Sox to set
a deadline for completion of the Chicago stadium deal,
souces said. Under the arrangement, they said, the Sox
would commit to exclusive negotiations with the other
city if the deadline expires without a final agreem~nt

between [the Governor and the Mayor). The Sox currently
are mulling the offer, souces said."

i. As a consequence of defendants' actions, on October

19, 1987 Chicago sports fans continued to be subjected to

published reports that unless a stadium deal was

fo~thcoming the White Sox would have to move and that the

term "St. Petersburg White Sox" was spoken around the \~orld

Series in hotel lobbies, around the batting cage, and

postgame meetings attended by base~all executives.

j. On November 12, 1987 defendant ~einsdorf stated

pu~lic1y that the club's best alternative in its hazy

stadium situation remained moving to another city.

k. In early 1988 defendants threatened the city and

state with the St. petersburg alternative and increased

their demands for the price of their staying. ~hey asked

that the bond issue be increased from $120 million to $1'50

million, and that if attendance at the new stadium fell

below 1.2 million in any of the first ten years, the Sox
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w~uld not be obligated to pay rent; if it went OV~r 1.2

million, the authority would get 20\ of attendance revenues

and a third of the revenues from parking and concessions.

They also asked that the authority agree to pay $2 million

annually toward stadium maintenance, and another $1 million

a year for improvements. If the stadium was not

substantially completed by March 15, 1991, the Sox would

receive $5 million in penalties from the state, escalating

by $2.5 million per year thereafter until completion. In

the last 10 years of the 20-year lease, the state authority

would be required to purchase up to 300,000 tickets in any

season in which attendance failed to reach 1.5 million.

1. In March 1988 defendants held meetings with the

Pinella County Sports Authority which had supervised

construction of the Suncoast Dome in St. Petersburg, :lor:d~

and had reached an understanding that contingent on

C~icagols stadi~~ situation the White Sox would move :h~r0.

These actions created news reports in Ch~cago that this

could mean that 1988 will be the last year for the Whit~ Sc:·:

in Chicago.

m. In March 1988 defendant Chicago White Sox, Ltd.ls

oflicials and investors stated pUblicly in the press as

follows:

"Dawdling city and state officials are 'playing \·:i:·
dynamit.' because the Sox will have a lucrative deal in
place with the Florida city [St. Petersburg] within 60
days, said inve5tors and executives with the ballclub,
who asked to remain anonymous.
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....
The decision to stay or move will be determined by

what concrete progress is made on a new stadium here in
t~e next 60 days, Sox officials said. Unless ev~rythin;

is in place, including a signed lease, tax-e~~mpt bonds,
conde~ned land, construction contracts out for bid, the
odds are the Sox will pull up stakes, sources said .....

Reinsdorf has said he was crushed when as, a
Brooklyn youngster, his beloved Dodgers were moved by
club President Walter O'Malley to Los ~nqeles.

Sources said Reinsdorf gave Thompson and Washington,
then embroiled in a struggle over control of the st~dium

authority, copies of Neil J. Sullivan's book, DodQers
Move West, and told them, 'Read This. If you change the
names of the team and the politicians, the same thing is
happening here.'"

n. On March 1988 a number of defendant Chicago White

Sox Ltd.'s investors stated pUblicly and anonymously that

they had reversed their position and now did not want

defendant "to be tiad .~p in a 20-year lease that would

prevent the club from bein; moved to another city: that the

stadium, in the same neighborhood, could only be a curiosity

for two or three years and then it would be the same as

before; and that the $120 million stadium should be built

with a "subtle escape clause" so that if attendance or

income fell below a certain level the club would be free to

pick up and go.

o. In early April 1988 defendant aeinsdorf scheduled a

guided tour of St. Petersburg's Suncoast Dome and he ther~~;

caused media reaction in Chicago headlined "GHOST OF OPE~r:~

DAY 19891 Sox next tr ip to .St Petersburg may be for more

than a visit- and stating that the Florida Suncoast Dome ~3~
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already being constructed as a modern 43,000-saat facili:y

that will be ready for a tenant by April 1989.

p. I~ April 1988 defendants paid to the city of St.

Petersburg $25,000 to study the feasibility of the use of

St. Petersburg's Ai Long Stadium as an interim playing si:~

for the White Sox and its enlargement from 7,500 seats to

20,000 seats, in the event St. petersburg's Suncoast Dome is

not completed for the start of the 1989 season. At or prior

to that time defendant proposed to Illinois that their

previously-agreed $4 million rental for the proposed Chicago

stadium be re-negotiated.

q. In April 1988 defendants, having been offered u SlQ

million ddllar loan by a Florida financier, spurned atte~?~s

by the Illinois Sports Facility Authority to negotiate or

speak with defendants, while St. Petersburg Assistant City

M3nager ~ick Dodge jetted to and from Chicgo for meeting;

with defendant's officials. Thereby defendants caused t:~~

Illinois Sports Authority and state government officials to

be concerned that St. Petersburg might be defendants'

primary objective and to express willingness to re-nego:ia:~

the proposed $4 million stadium rental by cutting it in h~l:

or abolishing it altogether.

r. In May 1988 defendants stated publicly that the

team could be called the Florida White Sox and that Flo=i~;

is the greatest opportunity in baseoall since the Dodgers

moved west to Los Angeles.
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s. In June .1988 defendants ~einsdorf and Einhorn

presented new demands to the Chairman of the Illinois S90r~s

Facility Authority, including a demand that defendant

Chicago White Sox, Ltd. would pay no rent for the new

stadium if attendance fell below 1.2 million and that the

deal preclude the need for annual appropriations by the

• legislatu~e. At the same time the White Sox marketing Chief

went to St. Petersburg to meet with radio and television

managers, and defendants Reinsdorf and Einhorn praised

Florida political leaders in a statement for their

"progressive statement to bring majC?r league baseball to

their state •••• Their commitment is most impressive."

t. On July l~ 1988 at 12:03 a.m. the Illinois-House of

Reprasentatives approved the bill for defendants' requested

subsidies by a vote of 60-55, the minimum for passage in a

regular session. The Acting Speaker announced that it ~as

11:59 p.m. (of June 30) and adjourned the House. The

Illinois Constitution of 1970 (~rticle 4, Section 10)

provides that any bill enacted after June 30 must be enac~ed

by an extraordinary three-fifths majority of 71 in ord~r ~o

become effective during the next sueeeding year.

u. In July 1988 defendant ~einsdorf stated in an

interview: "We had to make threats to get the new deal. !:

we didn't have the threat of moving, we wouldn't have got:~~

the deal."
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v. As part of the 12S~page management agreement

approved by the Illinois General Assembly, defendants mad~

known to the Stadium Authority their intention to secur~ a

back-up deal.

w. Even after the Illinois legislature's narrow

midnight passage o· July 1, 1988 of legislation giving

defendants the stadium and the tax-supported subsidies that

they had demanded, defendants issued a statement on July 2,

1988 continuing to cast doubt on whether the White Sox ~ill

remain in Chicago. The statement said that the legisla~ive

action "renews hope that the team can remain in Chicago."

x. During the week of July 3, 1988, executives 0:
defendant Chicago White Sox, Ltd_ caused further uncer~a:~:;'

among potential Chi~ago fans by visiting St. Petersburg to

formalize the "back-Up" lease agreement there.

y. On July 8, 1988, defendant Chicago White Sox,

Ltd.'s officials con~inued to issue statements causing ~:~.'­

and uncertainty among potential White Sox fans as to whe~~~"

the team could be relied upon to continue as a Chicago :C:-.

They stated: "The problem's just gone into hibernation, ~~

still could be gone •••• now people are·thinking the Sox

are in Chicago to stay. That's not final either. No Or.0

should believe anything until the first home game in th~ ~.

stadium, if it's built •••• There are too many things ::1~:

could go wrong."
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their separate syndicate, which leases back Comiskey Par~ to

defendant Chicago White Sox, Ltd., be paid $3 million for

the ballpark land, and defendants have refused to make

public a list of those who would profit by the purchase of

Comiskey Park by the state.

bb. In August 1988, after defendants had secur~d

guarantees from both the taxpayers of Illinois and from

plaintiff that defendant Chicago white Sox, Ltd. would

receive huge sums which were not expressly made dependent

upon any performance whatsoever by said defendant of any

express agreements or conditions, defendants further gutted

the White Sox as a viable commodity by trading away

experienced pitcher Dave LaPoint and experienced outfielde~

Ga~y Redus, for a further net annual salary reduction of

$522,500. On th~ last day of August 1988 defendant trad~=

away its fifth highest paid player, potential World Series

pitcher ~ick Horton, earnin9 $~32,500, for a play~r with ~

salary of $77,500.

cc. The actions of defendants in threatening that the

White Sox would cease to be the Chicago White Sox unless

demanded taxpayer monies were forthcoming anqered·and

discouraged members of the pUblic who would otherwise be

fans and television viewers of the team and resulted in

publicly-expressed outrage, including the following

published statements:
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(i) In 1988 Mary M. O'Connell, leader of a local
group, Save our Sox, stated: "the



~-'..-_ .. ,

, .

"Jerry Reinsdorf and Eddie Einhorn, the Gepctto a~d
Pinocchio of the affair, were clearly the villai~s,
blackmailers of emotions and unctuous opportunists.

While confessing to great personal distress, they
relentlessly worked Illinois against Florida, unable
to lose anything but sympathy.

The next tim~ you hear the story of how Reinsdo~~,

the Brooklyn innocent, wept when Walter O'Malley 5tO:~
California for the Dodgers, tell him the one about
Br'er Rabbit and the briar patch.

The barely visible Sox fans have not broken faith
with the franchise: it is the other way around. Low
attendance and lack of passion were not proof that the
Sox were no longer wanted in Chicago.

With the least encouragement, with the slight~st

hope, love is gladly given and inconvenience
cheerfully tolerated.

No one is more resilient or generous than a s~orts

fan with a.winning team and a live hero to chec~.

What the Sox fan has had in the last few year~ is
posturing, pouting and outright idiocy.

Reinsdorf,'Einhorn and their hirelings have se€~·~~

more interested in building a team that could lea,~

than one that would have to stay."

50. By defendants' said actions defendant Chicago ~hit~

Ltd. has materially and substantially breached its contract

obligations of good faith, cooperation, and fair dealing, in

concealift9 and failing to disclose material facts until after t;;.
. ,

execution of the Television License ~qreement and thereafter i~

alienating Chicago White Sox fans so as to destroy viewer

interest and consequent sponsorship revenues, to the great ca'·.'"

of plaintiff as hereinafter set forth.

The substantial demaQes incurred by plaintiff
.s a result of defendant Chicago White Sox, Ltd.'s
material breaches
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Plaintiff's Notice that it would Se~k

a Declaratorv Judgment of Termination bv
Reason of Defendant Chicago White Sox,
Ltd.'s Material Breaches

52. On September 28, 1988 plaintiff notified defendant that

by reason of material breaches of express and implied promises of

defendant Chicago White Sox, Ltd. plaintiff would seek a

declaratory jUdgment that it has the right to terminate the

Television License ~greement as of the close of the 1988 baseball

season, and for other relief. ~ copy of that notice is attached

as Exhibit K and incorporated by reference herein. The notice

stated, among other things, that the plaintiff would complete its

obligation to broadcast the 1988 White Sox games through the

final game on September 30. The notice further stated that all

future 1988 payments provided for by the agreement would be

deposited by plaintiff ~n a special interest-bearing money ma~~·?:

account to be distributed between the parties after adjudicati~~

of the plaintiff's damages hereunder and in accordance with t~~:

adjUdication.

Declaratory Relief Requested

~~ERI'ORE, plaintiff prays that this Court enter its

declaratory jUdgment:

1. Finding and declaring that defendant Chicago Whi:~

Sox, Ltd. is in substantial and material breach of the Televi2:

License Agreement dated December 26, 1985.
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2. Finding and declaring that plaintiff has been

substantially injured and da~aged by said material breach~s and

has lawful grounds for termination of said agreement, and that

by reason thereof plaintiff may lawfully terminate the Television

License Agreement as of the end of the 1988 baseball season.

3. Finding and declaring that defendants Reinsdor:,

Einhorn, and Chicago White Sox, Ltd. have committed tortious

interference with plaintiff's contractual relations, to

plaintiff's damage.

4. Finding and declaring that defendants Reinsdorf,

Einhorn, and Chic~go White Sox, Ltd. have committed tortious

interference with plaintiff's prospective economic advantage, to

plaintiff's damage.

5. Flftding.and.declaring that plaintiff is entitled to

such other relief as this Court may deem appropriate.

PLAINTIFF FURTHER PRAYS that this Court order such

sup,lemental proceedings as may be ·appropriate for the

determination and adjudication of the amount of damages for whic1

defendants are liable to plaintiff, and for such other and

further relief as may be

Attorney Code No. 17595

Suite 800
39 South LaSalle Street
Chicago, Illinois 60603
(312) 641-1420
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ATTACHMENT E

AVERAGE RATING/SHARE - 1.989 SEASON
(Number of games ~pon which averages based in parentheses)

FRIDAY

4.0/9.3 (10)

7.0/14.4 (9)

""/12.5 (3)

5.9/10 (NAl

4.8/10.4 (10)

8.0/15 (13)

8.7/17.5

8.2/16.5

12.7/27.7 (3)

11.1/23.8 (8)

16/32.7 (3)

10.2/19 (19)

.-.

DAY

8 ( 6)

.-.

( 2 )
_.

9 (9)

8 ( 3 )

-.

8 (10)

.2 ( 5)

._-

(21 )

--
(NA)

-- -
(3)

-- -
(J)

.8

.0

9.3/17

6.6/12

L7.3/32

1.0.3/17

TUESDAY

8.8/16.7

8.9/15 (3)

6.5/11 (NA)

17/30.5 (2)

- ----------_.._-+-- .._----

---------'--- -.- --"'-- - .---------.---..--t.---.----
r

6.7/13 (7) i 8.2/16

---_._------- --
Boston Red Sox

-------,._- _._,....----,-------_._-+._- .-----_.

I
-- _._--"_..--- -----,...~.-- -,_.' _.--- -- - ..------._---...-._t' .'- -, -----

_________, ~..- - ._---------_.--1--- .. _

NetN York Mets

Baltimore Orioles

Los Angeles 7.9/15.5 (6: 9.2/17
Dodgers

Philadelphia
Phillies

Minnesota Twins

Average 9.9/18 .. 1. LO.2/19
(unweighted)

Average
(weighted by
number of games
per team)
-- -_._-- -' ~.- - ----_ .._----'._..------

,

seattle Mariners 5.2/11.2 (9) 4.8/10

I ~EDNES
I

California Angels: 5.5/10.3 (10) I 5.0/9.
--- -.- .. 1 ._ __ ---.---. -..-- ...-1. . -_ .. _

Cleveland Indians 10/16.5 (l)

---

-.-
- - -

. . .


